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ABSTRACT

STANDARDS—BASED GRADING
IN THE CULINARY ARTS CLASSROOM
by
Kathryn Frances Bart
May 2022

Student and teacher perceptions of both traditional grading and standards-based
grading were studied. One class period of 11 students participated in 3 weeks of
traditional grading and 3 weeks of standards—based grading. As the teacher, I
documented and categorized my observations of student achievement and independence
during the labs. Following the final week of standards—based grading, students provided
their perceptions through a questionnaire. Results showed support for the use of
standards—based grading from both the student and teacher perspectives.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Educators are adopting standards—based grading as it clearly defines for students
how they will demonstrate mastery of their content standards by establishing clear
student learning targets (Proulx, Spencer-May, & Westerberg, 2012). By using standards
as the basis for a rubric, students can accurately assess if they have met the standards on a
scale, typically represented as 0 to 4.
Standards—based grading breaks away from traditional grading in several
meaningful ways. First, standards—based grading moves away from the concept of
grading each assignment based on individually weighted points at the teachers’
discretion. It moves the value of assignments towards being graded on the same point
scale, which could then be weighted differently within the overall grade. This way of
grading (standards—based) focuses on students meeting specific content standards with
rubrics to show students exactly how to meet the standards. Next, to implement
standards—based grading, there needs to be considerable planning and mapping of the
curriculum to ensure rubrics are ready. This allows assessments to be equitable by
allowing for differentiation in ways students show they met the standard. This may create
difficulty for busy educators to keep up with the planning, as well as needing to pick
what standards are most essential. Lastly, there is the potential difficulty with assigning
the traditional letter grade when it comes to standards—based grading.
Standards—based grading can be contrasted to traditional grading in other ways.
In traditional grading, assignments will have different values depending on teacher
1

discretion (Boston, 2003). For many students, traditional may be the usual grading
practice they experience. This method of grading may use rubrics as well, but the rubrics
tend to be of varying values and weighted differently, and may not center on the focused
standards of the learning. Generally, in traditional grading, all points are totaled up to
assign students a grade for their course. Using this grading method (traditional), teachers
may opt for including weighted categories depending on the work they assign. Using this
grading model, it may be unclear to students when it comes to what standards they are
attempting to meet within the curriculum. In comparison with traditional grading,
educators using standards—based grading center the standard in the assignment to clearly
show students what standard they are being assessed on.
Statement of the Problem
For this research, I am concentrating on how differentiating grading approaches
(traditional and standards—based) impact the students’ grades and attitudes in terms of
their work in my Career and Technical Education classroom. Within the traditional
model, students have typically been graded two ways. One way is that they are scored on
a scale of 0 to 100. Another way is that assignments are assessed based on different
points for each assignment depending on teacher discretion. When you use a standards—
based model, the standards are assessed holistically on a 0 to 4 scale. The question I am
researching is whether or not having standards—based grading improves the students’
achievement from both students’ and teachers’ perspectives. Through this methodology, I
am hoping to ascertain which of the approaches makes a difference in student
performance.
2

For this study, I will focus on the following questions:
1) In what ways has standards—based grading changed perspectives on student
achievement from the student perspective?
2) In what ways has implementing standards—based grading changed teacher
perspectives on student achievement?
Significance of the Study
As graduation requirements and laws continue to change, it is important to
determine the best way to assess students. Student achievement is also largely linked to
value from the students’ perspectives. Having them participate in the study allows for
reflection on whether or not standards—based grading makes a difference in their lives. It
would be interesting to note if students’ felt a difference between traditional and
standards--based grading.
This study is significant due to the focus on standards—based grading at the
school I teach at. We are being encouraged to implement this model of grading and shift
away from the traditional model of grading. Knowing more about whether or not this will
make a difference in student achievement can help create more buy—in from the other
teachers on the campus. This would allow for the staff to look at data specific to the
students' perceptions as well. Working with staff in learning communities to assess
rubrics and students' proficiency with the standards is essential to standards--based
grading and to the ongoing assessment of what students can do, especially since my
institution is committed to implementing this model of assessment.
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Definitions of Terms
Traditional Grading: A style of grading that is points based on a numeric grade point
average. This is generally an A through F scale of percentages 0 to 100. In this method,
teachers determine how the students' grades are calculated and may weigh factors
differently. (Boston, 2003)

Standards—Based Grading: A style of grading that focuses on a scale of 0 to 4 (linking
up with grades F through A) with the following measures: (Scriffiny, 2008)
● 0: Student has not done work. If they obtain a proficient (3) on fewer than onehalf of the course, they receive an F. Also listed as N/A.
● 1: Minimal or Beginning Work towards the standard. The student has completed
proficient (3) in at least half of the course to obtain a D grade.
● 2: Progressing or Approaching the standard. The student has completed proficient
(3) work on the most important of the course objectives, but not on all of the
objectives to achieve a C grade.
● 3: Proficient or Meeting the standard. The student has completed proficient work
on all course objectives to receive a B grade.
● 4: Exceeds/Mastery of the standard. If the student has obtained a proficient score
on all course objectives and Exceeds some of the objectives, they receive an A
grade.
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Student Achievement: How well the student performs on meeting an essential standard
within their course.
Equity—Based Grading: Grading that is fair and transparent to all students. (Feldman, J.
2019)
Limitations
There are a few limitations to the scope of this study. The first limitation is the
limited number of participants; I am only researching one Culinary Arts class. The other
limitation is due to the worldwide pandemic of Coronavirus—19 (COVID—19) that has
the school I am running the study at moving back and forth from online to in-person
instruction. This creates a marginal inconsistency for the students to keep up with their
work. The online presence of students is not as consistent as it is for in—person
instruction.

Thesis Overview
Chapter I provides a brief overview of standards—based and traditional grading.
It also includes the purpose/significance of the study, the research questions, and the
statement of the problem. Chapter II is a literature review that explores the history of
grading, educational reform, rubrics, and feedback on student achievement, the
movement to standards—based grading, and addressing the equity of both standards—
based and traditional grading. Chapter III focuses on the methods, subjects, and
procedures of the research. Chapter IV presents the results of the study while Chapter V
includes a discussion of the results, the researcher’s analysis, and recommendations.
5

CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
History of Grading
Dating back to the 17th century, there have been grading and marking systems in
the United States starting in higher education (Townsley & Buckmiller, 2020). As it
relates to the grading scale of a 4.0, there are a variety of researchers who credit Yale
University as the first example that influenced the modern grade point system (Durm,
1993; Schenider & Hutt, 2013; Small, 1973; Weller, 1983). Moving into the 19th century,
updating grading practices continued across higher education. One of the first instances
of creating standards—based grading came from the College of William and Mary where
they had categorized students into four different categories: "first in their respective
classes. . . those who were orderly, correct, and attentive. . . those who made very little
improvement. . . and those who had learned little or nothing" (Schneider & Hutt, 2013,
p.4). This approach correlates very well with the standards—based grading scale of today
that focuses on exceeding, meeting, approaching, and beginning to meet the standards.
On the other hand, the traditional grading scale, based on a 100—point system, was first
implemented in 1877 at Harvard (Durm, 1993; Tocci, 2008; Weller, 1983). In the 20th
century, high schools began to adopt similar grading systems. Reportedly, Mt. Holyoke
College is credited with bringing the A through F grading system to high schools, thus
beginning the modern practice of assigning letter grades to students in all of their courses
(Weller, 1983).
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Moving into the 21st Century, using percentages and letter grades has become the
most common method of assigning grades to report cards and student transcripts
(Guskey, 2013). The use of rubrics has been in education since around 1980. According
to Popham (1997), the word rubric came around when teachers needed to evaluate
students’ written work. He also added that the use of a rubric sounded more attractive and
was to refer to a set of standards that assessed outcomes and guided student learning
during that time. The response to this in education is that many schools required rubrics
for courses to judge work quality.
In 1997, a College Board survey of 3,000 high schools was conducted to see what
type of grading system they were using. Overwhelmingly, 91% of the high schools
reported they use a traditional grading system that uses numeric grades or a scale of A—
F (Boston, 2003). When schools grade on a numeric system that is left to the teachers to
determine the grades, this can create a skewed sense of achievement. This means that a
higher grade at one school, even if in the same course, could be a lower grade in another
school. According to the U.S. Department of Education (1994), students in high—
poverty schools with "A" grades in English scored the same in reading as the "C" and "D"
students in affluent schools. They also saw that students who got A's in math at high—
poverty schools got the same grade on the same math test as "D" students in affluent
schools achieved, raising questions of equity and rigor. This significant difference in
letter grades supports the standards—based grading system movement later on because
using a standards—based system provides a consistent set of expectations across the
board not only at the school level but potentially district and statewide.
7

Currently, in the times of the COVID—19 pandemic, grading is perhaps entering
a new phase in history with the increase of online distance learning. This phase includes
offering virtual lessons and digital meetings with the students/teachers. When learning
online, the grading and content are not comparable to previous years (Castro, Choi,
Knudson, & O’Day, 2020). There also needs to be accessibility to education for all
regardless of socioeconomic status. To address these issues, many schools have had to
provide technology, printed documents, and even internet access to homes in need. As
such, this has changed the way grading took place for the end of the 2020 school year.
Some states required that students could not earn lower grades than they had when
schools closed at the start of the 4th quarter in March 2020 but could work to get higher
grades during that time (Reykdal, 2020). Other options included assigning final grades
based on the first 3 quarters of grading, allowing students to get an incomplete for the
course and finish it later, allowing choices whether they want to keep their current grade
or go independent study, get pass/fail/no credit, or get assessed on essential standards by
a rubric model (Castry, Choi, Knudson, & O’Day, 2020). In summary, based on our
contemporary times and the pressures of the pandemic, traditional grading practices are
being spotlighted and new adaptive practices are being explored.
Educational Reform
The No Child Left Behind Act was introduced in 2002. The purpose of this act
was to expose achievement gaps among underserved students and how to close the
achievement gaps (ESSA, n.d.). There was to be an increase in accountability that would
require a quality education for all students. Following the No Child Left Behind Act
8

(NCLB), came the Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015 (ESSA, n.d.). This act requires
that schools provide high—standard education that will prepare students for both college
and careers. This includes students who are in higher—poverty areas. It requires annual
statewide assessments as well as a plan of action to improve performance in lower—
performing schools. There is an expectation with this act that schools are continually
looking at plans of improvement to bring students up to higher levels of learning and
higher—ordered standards. When looking at planning Career and Technical Education
(CTE) programs, there are arguments to be made that there needs to be the inclusion of
non—academic and behavioral criteria as it also focuses on career readiness and 21 st—
century skills, not just academics (Bray, Green, & Kay, 2010). This could still be
accomplished through standards—based grading in career skills in the CTE programs as
well as in the traditional model of grading.
The second reform focused on Career and Technical Education (CTE). CTE saw
separate versions of the Carl D. Perkins Act (Litchy & Retallick, 2017). The Perkins Act
(updated in 1990 at this time) required that the educators report “state—established,
industry—validated career and technical skills” (Stone, 2009, p. 21). To improve CTE
programs, the teachers would need to look at where students were performing based on a
proficient level while creating plans that would get the students there (Hoachlander,
2000). One way to achieve that is to get CTE programs on board with standards—based
grading and common rubrics for meeting the standards. Along with changes in reform,
there are also state report cards that identify how different schools are performing on state
testing. This has led to a reason for grading to communicate information on learning to
9

different audiences that need information on how students are performing and
progressing to inform decisions (Bailey & McTighe, 1996). The Perkins V act was
passed by President Trump on July 31st, 2018. This act provided over a billion dollars in
additional funding for CTE programs, which are at the core a standards—based
curriculum (PCRN, n.d.).
These two legislative pushes set the stage for standard—based grading to become
a favored approach in the classroom. The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) focused on
the equity of grading between high and low poverty schools in their grading approaches.
There was a push for students to be graded on the standards, not necessarily point—based
grades. Similarly, with the Perkins Act, grading was combined with the use of rubrics to
ensure students are learning the essential skills for industry careers. Both of these acts
guided education towards adopting standards—based grading.
Equity in Standards—Based Grading Versus Traditional Grading
When evaluating a grading system, equity in the grading is essential. This
includes making sure that the grade the student receives reflects the knowledge they have
demonstrated and academic achievement. Whether you use standards—based or
traditional grading, ensuring that the grade reflects abilities should be the top
consideration. There are also common areas to consider when looking at equity in the
classroom. One of these areas is the cultural responsiveness of the teaching. This should
be an ongoing education and making sure that practices and attitudes are responsive to all
cultural, racial, and linguistic diversity in the community (O’Hara, Munk, Reedy, &
D’Agord, 2016). To do so, schools need to be providing research—based instruction and
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include technology and high—order thinking skills. They should also be differentiated to
the many learners in their classroom including learning styles to best meet the needs of
the students. There need to be family connections and a formal discipline policy that
applies to all students fairly and consistently (O’Hara, Munk, Reedy, & D’Agord, 2016).
Standards—Based Grading
While a teacher may need to assign points per their administration, they are still
able to accomplish this in standards—based grading. One fact to keep in mind is that you
are not to use grades to represent attendance, their level of effort, or other issues
(Scriffany, 2008). They are to be graded on their ability to meet the standard. By being
graded on a 0 to 4 scale, parents can easily identify their child’s achievement level, unlike
with the point’s value scale where most assignments are given with different values.
According to Scriffany in the same article, students who are graded in the traditional
grading system may appear to be in great shape with their grades, but may not be
grasping the absolute essentials of their course. With standards—based grading, students
who are gifted and talented are also able to be challenged to push themselves further
through the tier 4 points of the standards—based grading system (Scriffany, 2008). This
provides equity to students as they are all expected to meet the same standard, however,
the standard can be met in different ways and with the help of their teacher. To establish
clear objectives, the use of a rubric with details on how to achieve a "4" grade provides
students with the necessary guidelines and examples to get them going.
Creating a fair grading system is a major component of standards—based grading.
According to Ken O’Connor (2011), grades should not include any subjective measures,
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which include behavior and attendance. It should focus on the mastery of the course.
Grades should also be based on evidence collected in class with students being provided
with frequent feedback on their learning. There should not be zeros or “F”s given to
missing assignments, but rather an expectation that students will finish the work to show
they know the standard being assessed. If students are given zeros rather than a chance to
redeem their credit, they may be more likely to give up. Grades are not supposed to be a
punishment, but rather a starting base for ongoing learning.
Traditional Grading
When evaluating equity in the traditional grading system, this means evaluating
what the letter grade students earn means in terms of value. This has been the universal
standard in grading throughout education. Using the traditional grading system leaves
room for inequity in the way a teacher feels about the student they are grading. This is
because the teacher is measuring their grade not just on achievement, but by their
behavior and attitude (Alpren, 1960). Combinations of grading on assignments,
behaviors, attitude, and attendance create an unclear visual representation of what the
student has learned to their parents (O’Connor, 2011).
According to the study by Litchy and Retallick (2017), the educators
(respondents) identified that the grades in their classrooms reflected knowledge as well as
effort, responsibility, and attendance. This shows that the respondents in this study
graded on more than just the students' achievement in learning the curriculum. Despite
this being one of the main methods of grading in schools, this combines factors that are
non—cognitive such as participation, task completion, and positive behaviors (Cross &
12

Frary, 1999). As it relates to the high school level of learning, assigning an ambiguous
letter grade is multidimensional rather than just communicating the learning of the
student (Bowers, 2011). By using this grading method, students are not getting accurate
grades about what standards they have mastered as the grades include performance, extra
credit that may be arbitrary, behavior, and work habits (Proulx, Spencer-May, &
Westerberg, 2012).
Movement Towards Standards—Based Grading
Traditional grading has been the norm for many years in education. A reason for
this is that it allows the teacher to make educational decisions within their classrooms of
what they feel is the fair value of the students’ work (Alpren, 1960). Using this approach
made sense when fewer courses were offered and departments were smaller. As time
went along, courses grew larger which required more teachers in each department. When
increasing the staff, this brought with it a concern of all teachers grading the same way if
they teach the same content. Traditional grading allows for educational autonomy and is
what students are used to. It is, however, limited in the sense that students may not
always understand what criteria they are being graded on (O’Connor, 2011). This
approach is limited by allowing for extra credit work to be turned in, which does not
always fall within the essential standards.
A grading system that is becoming more popular right now is referred to as
standards—based grading. This is a style of grading that focuses on the students'
proficiency concerning well—defined course objectives (Tomlinson & McTighe, 2006).
One of the purposes of standards—based grading is to make the grades that students
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achieve meaningful. While there is a motivational component to assigning grades, we
need to make sure that the motivation is actually to learn more, not just achieve a higher
overall grade (Anderson, 2018). When a student looks at a standards—based grading
system, they can determine where they are in meeting their course objectives. In an
article by Patricia L. Scriffiny (2008), she defines how standards—based grades are
represented in a traditional grading model of assigning A’s to F’s to students. These are
described below:
● An A shows that the student has completed at least proficient work with some
advanced work on all course objectives.
● A B represents that the student has completed proficient work on all course
objectives.
● A C means that the student has completed proficient work on most but not all
course objectives.
● A D shows that the student has completed proficient work on half of the course
objectives.
● An F represents that the student has completed proficient work on less than half of
the course objectives.
In some cases, rather than grades that are an A through F, you will see numbers
that show the standards—based grading that represents whether students have exceeded,
met, almost met, or not met specific performance expectations (Boston, 2003). This
allows for clear communication about how far the student is in mastering the knowledge
needed for the course. This also allows for when there are multiple instructors for a
14

course for them to offer fair, equal content—based grades. Standards—based grading
focuses on separating learning goals from work habits, changing homework into practice
rather than a graded assignment, and focusing on recent evidence of learning (Iamirno,
2014; O’Connor, 2017; Spencer, 2012; Townsley & Buckmiller, 2020). Moving to
change to standards—based grading also puts a heavier workload on teachers as they aim
to identify their most important standards, develop rubrics to justify how the students
meet the standards, and make time in the schedule for students to be able to reassess as
necessary (Spencer, 2012; Townsley & Buckmiller, 2020).
Standards—based grading focuses solely on the students’ abilities to meet the
standards of the course they are taking. This means that factors such as behavior and
attendance are not considerations. According to an article by Lorin W. Anderson (2018),
standards—based grading focuses on four different types of assessment. Firstly, there is
the student’s performance on one task or standard. Second, over time and data collection,
it can be assessed to see how the student’s achievement has progressed over time. Next, it
should once again only be focused on academic achievements. Lastly, the grade should
show achievement based on the learning outcomes or essential standards.
There are four essential principles for grading in a standards—based curriculum
listed below (Tierney, Simon, & Charland, 2011):
● The grades need to be aligned to the essential standards.
● The grade needs to be an accurate representation of the student’s achievement.
● There should be multiple assessments that are combined to meet the entirety of
the course expectations.
15

● The details about how grading is being conducted are communicated to students,
parents, and teachers.
By following the above principles, grades are more likely to represent an ongoing
learning process. Similarly, having multiple assessments for one standard that students
can show proficiency on creates a stronger learning environment to meet the needs of all
learners. At the core, standards—based grading is purely based on learning expectations
and meeting essential standards, nothing more.
Prerequisites for Standards—Based Grading
Before implementing standards—based grading, there is prep work that needs to
be done. One of the beginning steps is to identify what standards are essential and need to
be taught. This means breaking down what the standards mean, identifying how they can
be made into learning targets, put in student—friendly language, and how they can be
paced throughout the grading period (Eaker & Keating, 2011). Once completed,
educators must dig deeper into their standards to determine more focused student
outcomes. This is done by identifying levels of proficiency, creating rubrics for how to
assess proficiency, and identifying what the standard would look like in student work
(Eaker & Keating, 2011). Following the completion of those steps, educators can grade
the standards and continue to re—evaluate what is essential for students to know and be
able to do. Educators should also be members of learning communities where they can
provide feedback on the grading process and standards assessed to continue fine—tuning
the grading system. Having samples of assessments and rubrics is also helpful to guide
educators through the first year of implementation (Proulx, Spencer-May, & Westerberg,
16

2012). Professional learning communities need to be well organized and focused on
addressing the essential standards for the courses taught. These should be run with a clear
focus in mind, which requires considerable planning from both administrators and
teachers.
Rubrics, Feedback, and Student Achievement
When assessing students with a clear rubric, the grades become a reliable tool to
measure student learning (Phipps, Osborne, Dyer, & Ball, 2008). By creating standards—
based rubrics, student performances on essential standards can be assessed and create an
increase in achievement (Johnston, 2011). Rubrics are used throughout education and are
used primarily to evaluate student work. This helps determine the mastery of course
objectives by the student depending on the task they were working on by attaching a
score to the objective (Skelter, Rodgers, Ellis, & Lyles, 2014). To create effective rubrics,
an educator must reflect on what proficiency looks like for those standards and if
possible, include students in the process so they can see their work through the correct
view (Spandel, 2006). As rubrics are used, they should continue to be adjusted and made
anew depending on if proficiency changes. This encourages students to continue to self—
evaluate and be able to grow as learners. Sometimes students can look at a rubric and
come up with another way to show proficiency which increases their achievement.
Spandel (2006, p.19) states in her article that she had a fifth—grade student who had a
rubric that defined voice being “passion” and “flavor”. To add her own touch to the
definition, the young girl said “It’s when you feel the exclamation point even though it’s
not there.” Student achievement is more than just a final grade. They can see where they
17

are achieving, try another way to achieve the standard, and show proficiency again. That
is what true achievement looks like when using a rubric—based grading system such as
standards—based grading.
Teacher Evaluation
Just as rubrics are used to guide instruction and provide feedback to the students
on their achievements, they can be used by instructors to evaluate themselves on meeting
the needs of their students. A rubric that is for assessing teachers can help improve their
self—awareness of a lesson’s success by using it to self—evaluate after that lesson is
completed (Rasheed, Aslam, & Sarwar, 2010). This allows the teacher to reflect on the
lesson and motivation for continued instruction of the students. Using classroom
organizational rubrics can help teachers reflect on their own classroom
management/environment. This could be anything from how their day is laid out, the
procedures they use, to the environment they teach in (Skelton, Rodgers, Ellis, & Lyles,
2014).
Feedback
Providing student achievement feedback, guidance for students, instructional
planning, student motivation, and administrative purposes are the five purposes of grades
(Airasian, 1994). By providing students feedback about their grades and allowing them to
try again to provide their best work, they can show their growth and current level of
achievement (Johnston, 2011). This also allows them to demonstrate their understanding
and once they do, students can move on to more challenging tasks. Through a study
conducted by Thomas R. Guskey (2002), it was found that by the high school years,
18

teachers, parents, and students all ranked that the most important purpose of grades is
providing feedback to students. Student feedback is an essential component of ongoing
grading so that students know where they are in their learning and how they can improve
to achieve the standards. By using rubrics in line with standards—based assessments,
students can see where they are in meeting the standard, providing instant feedback.
From there, the educator can provide feedback directly to the student on how they can
move up a level on the rubric, thus increasing their achievement.
Summary
Standards—based grading has been the norm in elementary grade levels and is
becoming more common in secondary grades. The need for rubrics that are in line with
what standards are being assessed has become a necessity to ensure we are in line with
the curriculum. As educators, it may be beneficial to evaluate if we are using best
practices in our classroom to both assess standards and involve students in their
education. In Chapter III, I address the methods I am using to measure whether students
were more engaged with traditional grading or within standards—based grading.
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CHAPTER III
METHODS
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to compare student and teacher perceptions of
traditional grading versus standards—based grading. At secondary schools, there is a
push towards standards—based grading where students are graded on meeting specific
standards on a 0 to 4 scale, as opposed to the traditional grading system. This practice of
standards—based grading already exists at the elementary—level ages and is now being
implemented at the secondary level. This study is a mixed—methods study combining
qualitative and quantitative data.
Subjects
This study focuses on one Culinary Arts class at the high school level. The grades
levels in the class are 9th through 12th. There are 6 females and 5 males in the course. All
students are Native American/enrolled tribal members. Of the 11 students in the class, 3
have Individual Education Plans (IEPs) with accommodations related to reading, writing,
and math. These students are enrolled in 2 trimesters of the course with me as the
instructor during the 2021—2022 school year. In the 1 st trimester, students experienced
traditional grading, and in the 2nd trimester, students experienced standards-based
grading. Students were made aware of these shifts in grading practices.
Procedures and Data Attainment
The study employed mixed—methods, which yielded mostly qualitative data, as the
students and I (the classroom teacher) transitioned from traditional grading to
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standards—based grading practices. For the qualitative data collection, students were
observed during Culinary Arts Labs to monitor both understanding and performance of
their work, as it related to the assessed performance and knowledge standards. Students
were observed when both traditional grading and standards—based grading were being
utilized. Observations by me were noted during both periods of how well students
performed on their work, along with their ability to work independently. Another data
source was students' reflections, wherein they self—reflected on their performance during
both methods of grading. Generally, this was done by verbal participation and noted by
the teacher during discussion. These observations and reflections were triangulated with a
student survey. At the end of the study, students were asked to complete a questionnaire
on how they felt about both methods of grading and provided written feedback. While
students were taking the survey, I listened to them discuss with each other the questions
and heard their verbal feedback about the types of grading. These were noted as a part of
creating memos to give a real—time description of the feelings students experienced
relating to the types of grading.
For part of the quantitative data collection, I utilized Likert scales on the student
survey. Students reflected on both standards—based and traditional methods of grading,
with ratings ranging from Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neutral, Agree, and Strongly
Agree. I chose this to compare the students' feelings towards traditional grading and
standards—based grading to see if one outweighed the other as Likert can be used to
either look at a one—time comparison or preferably down the road an ongoing analysis
(Harpe, 2015). This data will be used in conjunction with the qualitative data.
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Rubric Design
Before the rubric design, students were graded solely on a point scale of 40 for
their labs. Students would receive one grade for the labs for completing them and
cleaning. They would lose points based on how well they cleaned but did not lose any
credit if they struggled with the lab. When we moved towards standards—based grading,
I created 2 rubrics. One of the rubrics was for completing the lab and the other rubric was
for cleanliness at the end of the lab. The rubrics were designed along with the students so
they understood what they would be graded on and they could provide feedback and
check for understanding. Both rubrics were on a scale of 0 to 4 for students to be able to
look at how they were to be graded for each level. Following the creation of the rubrics,
the rubrics were hung up in each of the student kitchens for easy reference and to anchor
expectations. For assignments, with traditional grading, students’ assignments were given
different point values depending on the amount of work applied to the assignment. These
assignments were also moved to a standards—based rubric on a scale of 0 to 4 so
students could see what measures were used for them to achieve each grade.
Observations
When approaching the observations made by the teacher, there were focus criteria
used to identify the differences in the students’ involvement during class (see Appendix
A).
● The attention that students needed to get clean—up completed.
● Students’ independence during labs.
● Students' understanding of their grades in the labs while in progress.
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The qualitative data from these observations will be noted by each of the above
criteria and compared between the 2 types of grading.
Questionnaire Design
Students were provided with an online form at the end of the study to provide
feedback and perception data about how they felt regarding both traditional and
standards—based grading (refer to Appendix B). The survey questions asked the students
to respond with how they felt about both ways of grading and how well they understood
how they were graded. Students were also asked to reflect on how they felt about getting
a voice in how they met their standards – a key component of standards—based grading.
As a part of the standards—based grading, students would get multiple opportunities to
complete the assessment and show they can meet the expectations. Students were also
surveyed if they would prefer moving forward, having a traditional grading system or a
standards—based grading system.
Holistic questionnaires should include both close—ended and open—ended
questions (Fraekal, et al., 2019). Within this survey design, students were asked to
respond to close—ended/rating scale questions, specifically in the Likert scale format
ranging from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. These are asked to assist with
quantitative measurable data that goes alongside the qualitative data from observations
and short answer responses. The questionnaire included open—ended questions to
determine students' attitudes towards both traditional grading and standards—based
grading. These will support and enhance the responses they provided to the close—ended
questions.
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Utilizing short answer questions alongside the numerical data was driven by my
literature review of how students perceive their grades. Students who feel a stronger
investment in their learning and grading tend to be more driven to achieve a higher grade
while applying more effort to their everyday studies (Anderson, 2018). With the ratings I
asked students to provide, they were using the Likert scale to be able to compare their
feelings about both types of grading in an organized fashion. They were then asked to
defend their answers so I could get an idea of the thoughts/feelings behind their scaled
answers.
Analysis
Following the data collection, I began to organize my observations from a
teacher's perspective. Firstly, I collected various memos from lab work and assignments
of how I observed students being involved in their learning and their grades. I organized
these by patterns of what I saw/heard from them as far as how they both valued the work
given to them and the amount of dedication they had to the learning process.
Observations were recorded in a field note format (Fraekal, et al., 2019). These
observations are organized into the following coded categories within both traditional
grading and standards—based grading:
● The attention that students needed to get clean—up completed.
● Students’ independence during labs.
● Students' understanding of their grades on the labs while in progress.
With regards to student feedback, I included open—ended questions for the
students to answer on the questionnaire. I verbally discussed with them how they felt
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about the 2 styles of grading and if they had any feedback they wanted me to directly
consider. For the quantitative data collection, I looked for patterns in the Likert scale
through the student questionnaires they filled out.
Summary
The majority of data collected in this study is qualitative as my study focuses on
student understanding, ambition, and independence. I focused on perceptions from
students as well as myself to determine the perception differences, if any, between
traditional grading and standards—based. Quantitative data was also addressed using a
Likert scale to get a comparison between how students felt about standards—based and
traditional grading systems. In the next chapter, I analyze both qualitative and
quantitative data to determine any correlations between teacher and student perceptions
of traditional and standards—based grading.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Teacher Perspective
Over 8 weeks, students were exposed to traditional and standards—based grading
methods. As the teacher, I observed the differences between both of the 4—week blocks
of grading. I categorized my observations into the following categories:
● Students’ independence during labs.
● Students’ understanding of their grades in the labs while in progress.
● The attention that students needed to get clean—up completed.
Students’ Independence During Labs
During the traditional grading, I noticed that for 9 out of the 12 labs all kitchen
groups were asking me for reassurance that they were going to receive a passing grade.
More specifically, they were concerned that if their final product didn't turn out perfect
they would receive a failing grade. In turn, I found that I was reassuring them constantly
that they get credit for putting in the effort, even if their final product isn't perfect. When
students would struggle, I noticed they would look to me first for guidance during 11 out
of 12 labs. There was a high amount of student dependence on me as the teacher rather
than on working independently.
During the standards—based grading, I noticed that after the first lab, students
would ask their teammates for feedback first. The standards—based grading scale was
posted in their kitchen and they were able to have a visual reminder that they would
receive a higher grade for working independently with their group. Having the rubric
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based on standards rather than being told they would receive a certain amount of points
per lab greatly improved their independence. By the end, during 9 out of the 12 labs,
students only asked for me to check their final product, not during the process of making
it.
After my observations and looking at the numbers, it is clear to me that students
felt more independent when they were able to look at how they were being graded. This
experience was eye—opening for me as their teacher when the amount of times they
asked for guidance went down to only asking me towards the end of the lab to check their
final product. The students seemed to focus more on asking their teammates as well as
going to help other teams as needed. This shift in grading made it not only easier for the
students to complete their work without my hovering, but it also opened up time for me
to fully evaluate their abilities by being able to observe more.
Students' Understanding of Their Grades in the Labs While in Progress
During traditional grading, students received 40 points per lab, which included
their entire grade for following and completing the recipe, as well as the cleaning. I told
students that 30 points of their grade would be cooking while 10 points would be
cleaning. I would remind them they were going to receive full credit for attempting the
lab. For 11 out of the 12 labs, students were concerned about their work and asked for
constant feedback. During these labs, I would go around from group to group and offer
feedback as needed. Despite this, students still seemed concerned and were apprehensive
about making mistakes. For all 12 labs, I noted that students were concerned about their
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lab grades and had a fear of failure despite my reassurance. All feedback was provided
verbally during the traditional graded labs.
For the standards—based grading, students watched as I typed out the rubric scale
for both the lab work and the cleaning expectations. The rubrics in Table 1 and Table 2
were displayed in the kitchens. This allowed an easy reference for students to look at
while completing their labs. At the start of each week, I reminded them the rubrics were
there for review. I noticed throughout the labs that after the first lab, for the remaining 11
labs, students were asking each other for help instead of primarily coming to me. During
9 out of 12 of the labs, students only asked me to check their final products. Throughout
the labs, I would provide verbal feedback. At the end of the lab, I would hand the group a
copy of the rubrics with their grade circled and written feedback on what I stated
verbally. I was able to see the students grow in confidence when in the last 3 labs, they
did not ask me for feedback and just waited for their grade papers.
Table 1
Standards—Based Lab Rubric
Culinary Arts Lab: Standards-Based Rubric
Standard

0

8.5:
Demonstrate
professional
food
preparation
methods and
techniques.

Not
participati
ng;
refusing to
do the lab;
absent.

1
Has basic
knowledge of
how to do the
lab, reads the
directions, and
cannot follow
them. Don't ask
teammates for
help, primary
assistance from
the teacher.

2

3

4

Can read the
recipe; Can
follow
directions;
Works with
their team
and needs
moderate
assistance
from the
teacher.

Can read the
recipe; Can
follow
directions,
works with
their team
with little to
no assistance
from the
teacher.

Can read the
recipe and
directions;
Leads the
team through
the lab with
no assistance
from the
teacher.
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Table 2
Sanitation Standards—Based Rubric
Sanitation: Standards-Based Rubric
Standard

0

1

2

3

8.3.3:
Demonstrate
procedures
for cleaning
and
sanitizing
equipment,
dishes, and
utensils.

Not
participating
; refusing to
do the
sanitizing.

Dishes
partially
cleaned and
in the
dishrack;
counters not
wiped down.

Dishes fully
cleaned and
in the
dishrack to
dry;
counters/sto
vetop wiped
down. The
sink is still
dirty.

Dishes fully
cleaned, dry,
and put
away;
counters/sto
ve/sink
wiped down.

4
All parts in
step 3; the
dish rack is
wiped
down;
Everything
in the
kitchen is
well
organized.

As their teacher, I was able to see a noticeable change in their abilities during the
labs. I rarely had to tell them where to look for an understanding of their grades. I found
that the single reminder a week was sufficient, affording them the independence to try
their labs with the security of knowing they were safe. The practice of students trying to
do the work without me double—checking all of their work is different to me than
working independently. Students can work independently and still ask me to double—
check their work. However, they were more motivated to try on their own, as it was
obvious by their lack of asking me if they would pass, which coincided with this rubric
being introduced. They could have been able to work independently but still have fear
about their grade. I was able to tell by the amount of times I was asked questions and the
overall energy of the students that this method brought them some peace, which showed
in my collected observation data of how often they needed me.
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The Attention That Students Needed to get Clean—up Completed.
Within the traditional grading model, I told students what was needed to ensure
everything was cleaned, wiped down, dried, and put away. They were told they would
receive 10 points for their lab grade for completing their cleaning. While in this method,
2 of the 4 kitchen groups would complete full kitchen cleaning, however, the other 2
required reminders for 11 out of the 12 labs to finish up the end of the cleaning. This
generally meant they needed to dry and put the dishes away. In 6 out of the 12 labs, they
failed to properly wipe down the counters. From my perspective, this puts more of the
workload on me as the teacher to remind them of the cleaning expectations, which would,
at times, be met with students' annoyance as they would have already walked away from
their kitchens and would then have to return to finish.
After posting the sanitation rubric as shown in Table 2, I noticed a dramatic
decrease in my need to hover about their clean—up at the end of labs. At the end of 10
out of 12 labs, I was asked to double—check the students' clean—up before they exited
the kitchens. In 5 of those cases, I provided feedback on items that needed to be fixed to
receive a full score on the sanitation rubric. I noticed that by having a rubric with clear
expectations, the workload of meeting expectations fell on them more than myself. They
were able to look at the rubric for a reference and only rely on me for final determination.
This also provided me the chance to mark their sanitation grades to hand back to them
with their lab rubric.
After introducing the rubric, students were able to look at what I expected from
them by the end of their labs. This was vital as so many dishes were getting left behind
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during the traditional grading method. In the traditional grading method, if the kitchen
were only done halfway, they would be able to get a 35 out of 40 for their labs. On this
grading scale, between the lab and sanitation rubrics combined, students would be able to
receive a max of 5 out of 8. This is the difference between getting a B+ and a D for a lab.
As their teacher, I helped the students see the importance of the cleaning as their total lab
grade was affected by their ability to achieve that high standard. After the first few times
of letting the students know how it was hurting their grades and giving feedback for
finishing it up, they saw the value and that showed in the 8th lab when I no longer had to
ask them to fix anything.
Student Perspective
Throughout this experience, students were exposed to both traditional and
standards—based grading. They were told the difference between the 2 and that they
were able to find different ways to meet their standards. For example, working
independently with their groups could be by just asking each other for help, using
technology to help answer questions, or even reaching out to other groups without
penalty on their grades. Students were also able to determine the order in which they
cleaned and how they kept their kitchens organized for the next lab. Following the
observation period of 8 weeks, students were asked to take a questionnaire on Traditional
Grading Versus Standards—Based Grading, as so titled. Of the 11 students in the course,
9 submitted their feedback on the form. The other 2 students in the course were not
attending regularly anymore for either personal or medical reasons. Within the
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questionnaire, students were asked 8 Likert scale questions, 1 multiple—choice question,
and 2 open—ended questions.
Likert Scale
In Table 3, there are the results of the Likert scale questions. While on the surface,
the students seem fairly neutral and at ease with both methods of grading, I noticed a few
points that stood out to me. For the first 2 questions about traditional grading, there were
a total of 5 responses who viewed it more negatively. This was a significant contrast to
only 1 response that viewed standards—based grading negatively in questions 3 and 4.
While the overall amount of times students viewed either traditional grading or
standards—based grading was the same at 7, there were 5 who viewed strongly agree
with standards—based grading as opposed to 2 with traditional grading. There were 2
more students overall who were neutral to standards—based grading than there were to
traditional grading. As traditional grading is more the norm for the students, this falls in
line with what is to be expected. Any time a change occurs, as a teacher, I expect there to
be some push—back against it. The responses signal that students favored standards—
based grading more than traditional grading, even if only by a few students.
After reviewing the 2 methods of grading, students were then asked to reflect on
how they received their work and are graded, also included in the Likert scale on the next
page in Table 3. All students were either Neutral, Agree, or Strongly Agree that they
appreciate having multiple ways to complete their work. With regards to questions 6 -8,
students were either neutral or preferred having their assignments worth the same value
as decided on by the teacher, as well as having more say in how they complete their
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assignments. This correlated well with their answers to the first 4 questions about how
standards—based grading works. With the assignments, students had alternative ways of
meeting the same criteria, which was something they appreciated according to their
feedback.
Table 3
Student Responses on the Likert Scale
Student Responses on the Likert Scale

Question

1. With
traditional
grading, I
felt more
involved
with my
learning

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

1

3

3

1

2. I prefer
my
assignments
based on
2
points rather
than on a 04 rubric

1

3

2

1
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3. With
standardsbased
grading, I
felt more
involved
with my
learning

0

0

5

1

3

4. I
appreciated
having a
rubric that
showed me
exactly how
I was being
graded.

1

0

5

1

2

5. Having
multiple
ways to
show
competency
in my
assessment
was
important to
me.

0

0

6

1

2

6. I would
enjoy
having more
say in how I 0
complete
my
assignments

1

4

1

3

7. I want my
teacher to
choose all of
the
1
assignments
and point
values.

0

4

1

3

34

8. Having
all my
points worth
the same
1
amount was
valuable to
me.

0

5

1

2

Multiple Choice
The multiple—choice question asked was for students to pick whether they
preferred a traditional grading method or a standards—based grading method. 3 out of 9
students chose traditional while 6 out of 9 chose standards—based. This matched up well
with what was seen with the Likert scale as overall, more students viewed standards—
based grading neutrally or in a positive manner than they did with traditional grading. I
concluded based on these results that students showed a strong preference for the
standards—based grading method over the traditional method.
Short Answer Questions
Students were asked to complete 2 short answer questions. The 2 questions are
listed below. Full responses to the questionnaire can be found in Appendix B.
● Why do you prefer either traditional or standards—based grading? Defend your
answer
● Do you have anything else you would like to say about being involved in the two
grading styles?
When asked to defend their answers for traditional versus standards—based, 4
students stated it didn't matter to them which style, 2 students stated they like both
35

methods of grading, and 2 students responded in favor of standards—based grading. 1 of
the 2 students stated, "I prefer standards-based grading because I would like to have more
options in my learning and I feel like I understand the material better when I have many
versus no options at all.” (Appendix B). The other student agreed that they prefer
standards—based as it gives them options.
Most students did not have anything else they would like to add. However, there
was 1 student who was strongly for standards—based grading. They stated that it was
important to them for their input to be thought about, not dismissed. They felt the
traditional grading was the norm and that they didn't feel it was the best method to be
used. Between that and their answer about why they preferred one method over the other,
I can conclude that students appreciate having a voice in their learning, even if the
teacher creates the assessments. They also appreciated seeing a breakdown of how they
are graded and being able to find a way to meet that high standard within the set rubric.
Summary
The results showed that both students and myself as the teacher preferred the
standards—based grading system. Both groups saw the value of being able to meet their
standards in various ways over the trimester. From the teacher's perspective, it eliminated
most of the step—by—step supervision and allowed me to observe them holistically.
Similarly, it provided students with the ability to determine if they are meeting the
appropriate criteria to receive their grades. Students seemed to be okay with both
traditional and standards—based grading, which makes sense as students are more used
to traditional grading. Based on the results, standards—based grading is the ideal method
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to encourage students to self—motivate and for the teacher to be able to grade students
based on their efforts.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
The school that I am teaching at is moving strongly toward only using
standards—based grading instead of traditional, which sparked my interest in using these
methods as the focus of this study. Before this study, I had only been using traditional
grading methods with my students in the classroom. After witnessing the results within
my classroom and being affirmed in the results of this research, I am continuing to
transition my grading methods towards standards—based grading. Overall, I noticed
more students flourished under standards—based grading. Currently, I am altering this
within both a Culinary Arts and a Family Health course. I am looking forward to seeing
how this changes student involvement across other courses.
The literature review in Chapter II revealed the need for more standards—based
grading in secondary education programs. This was largely due to the need for students to
meet their course competencies, which is best done using standards—based grading
(Tomlinson & McTighe, 2006). While elementary—level students are generally graded
on a standards—based scale, at the secondary level, educators are given more autonomy
on how they grade. Grades provided at the discretion of the individual teacher can create
confusion for students across their classes as well as motivate students who may only
complete the work for the grade, not for learning. Only completing the work for a grade
creates a situation where students may not be pushing themselves to think critically and
apply their knowledge to their learning. By using standards—based grading scales,
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students can get more creative in how they meet the standards and develop a new level of
autonomy.
The data analysis in Chapter IV showed that more students were able to work
independently under the standards—based grading system, which freed up time for me,
as their teacher, to focus on and observe what they were capable of. By knowing more
about what my students could do without me, I was able to increase the difficulty of the
labs during the remainder of the course and watch them challenge themselves. This shift
in practice allowed me to provide more differentiated instruction to the students and meet
them where they are at. The data also showed more students preferred the standards—
based grading system, which will serve in guiding me towards my future steps of full
standards—based grading systems in all of my courses.
Limitations
During this study, there were a few limitations I observed that created a bit of
difficulty in gathering data. For 3 weeks of the study, we went into full online instruction
due to COVID-19 cases near the school. This experience deleted some of the actual lab
work and required students complete written work online. While many students still
completed this work, 1/3 of the class didn't complete the work until they were back on
campus. Having that limitation pushed me to be more flexible in how the students were
meeting the standards, so in a way, it was a stronger push towards standards—based
grading.
As students were more familiar with traditional grading, it was a process for
students to understand standards—based grading. For example, it took students time to
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learn how to use the rubrics on both assignments and lab work to assess themselves on
their progress. To address this limitation, it would be beneficial for me to go over the
rubrics with the students and use them consistently over time. With standards—based
grading, there will generally be a dip in students' grades while they learn that their grades
count differently now, and to get an A, they need to get a combination of 3's and 4's, not
just rely on getting 3's on all of their assignments. This type of grading approach also
means they do not need to only get 4's to achieve an A. Over time, students will be able
to get used to this way of grading, however, it remains a limitation during the onset of the
changeover.
The class in which I ran the study was made up of 11 students. Due to this, the
scope of students I was reaching was on the lower end, thus meaning the data gathered is
limited as well. In the future, this study could be run using multiple classes. For this
study, this was not possible as the course was only being offered once during the day.
This was a temporary limitation, as now it is offered twice a day and could yield twice
the data.
Future Steps
After seeing my students become more independent under standards—based
grading, the next step will be to finish converting all of the coursework within my
Culinary Arts program into standards—based grading. This work is already underway
and will be used in other courses as I teach them. To achieve this, the main factor will be
the time involved in the conversion. The change towards standards—based grading relies
on the creation of rubrics to communicate to students how they will be able to show they
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met the standard. By having the rubrics, students and teachers will be able to find
alternative ways as needed for students to meet the standards, whether that is altering the
current work or providing a backup option for students. Finding multiple ways to assess
students is a time—consuming task in itself, so this will be an ongoing long—term step
towards full standards—based grading.
Conclusion
Standards—based grading showed to be a more effective and efficient method of
grading for both students and myself. While traditional grading worked to a certain
degree, standards—based grading gave students autonomy that didn't exist in my
classroom with traditional grading. As an educator, I also found that by using the
standards—based grading system, I was able to track more of what I taught in my
classroom to ensure it was meeting the necessary standards for the course. Looking
towards the future, standards—based grading will become the norm within my classroom
in the hopes that I can not only inspire my students to achieve high standards while also
encouraging my colleagues to make the move towards standards—based grading in their
classrooms.
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APPENDIXES
APPENDIX A: Teacher Observations
October/November (Traditional Grading)

Students’ Independence During Labs
●

Students seemed concerned about their grades for the labs for all of the 12 labs
observed over 4 weeks. This seemed to make them apprehensive to make
mistakes and they asked for help and for me to double-check their work.
○ By tally mark, out of 12 labs, 11 of the labs, the students were asking for
help from me and appeared concerned about their work.

The Attention That Students Needed to get Clean-up Completed.
●

Two out of 4 kitchen groups did full kitchen cleaning in all 12 labs. The other two
needed reminders for 11 out of 12 labs to finish up the last part of cleaning such
as putting away dried dishes. In 6 out of 12, students needed to also wipe down
the counters.

Students' Understanding of Their Grades in the Labs While in Progress
●

●
●

In multiple labs students were asking what grade they would have and if they
passed.
○ Consistent reassurance that I am just looking for them to try.
This continued to repeat and occurred in 9 out of the 12 labs students
participated in.
Feedback for students
○ All feedback was verbal by correction and praise for good work. Nothing
was written down and they were just expected to try.
○ Ongoing throughout the labs.
December/January (Standards-based grading)

Students’ Independence During Labs
●

Throughout the next 12 labs I observed:
○ I would remind students once a week (over four weeks) that their grading
rubric was hung up by their microwaves as a reference.
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■

I noticed a significant decrease in their asking for help. They
reached out to their classmates more often for assistance.
● All four kitchen groups asked their group mates for help
before asking me.
● I would double-check their work by observation
● 9 out of 12 labs students would ask me to double-check
their work before they were done, however, it was
generally only once.

The Attention That Students Needed to Get Clean-up Completed.
○

Students were more attentive to their lab clean-up by being able to look at
a rubric. I noticed kitchen groups would read their rubrics while cleaning
and appeared to understand better what I expected of them for their lab
grade.
■ I was asked during 10 out of 12 labs to just double-check their
kitchens to ensure they were done. I gave corrections to one
kitchen group (out of 4 kitchen groups) during 5 out of 12 labs,
however other groups were doing well enough on their lab
cleanup that I had no recommendations.

Students' Understanding of Their Grades in the Labs While in Progress
●

Feedback for students
○ Students were graded on a rubric and provided feedback on how to
improve their grades if needed or praise for a job well done if no
corrections were necessary.
○ Ongoing feedback was given throughout the labs, similar to how it was
provided during traditional grading.
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APPENDIX B: Student Questionnaire Responses
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